The role of contacts on travel behavior has been getting increasing attention. This paper reports on data collected on individual's social meetings and the choice of in-home/out-ofhome meeting locations as well as the distance travelled and duration of out-home-meetings and its relationship to the type of contact met and other attributes of the meeting. Empirically we show that in-home meetings tend to occur most often with close contacts and less often with distant contacts. The purpose, meeting day, and household size suggest that leisure, weekend and large household size people tend to have their meetings either at their home or at their contact's home. In addition when meetings occur outside of the house, the duration is longer for close contacts and distance to the meeting location is directly influenced by duration and indirectly by the relationship type. Overall the paper illustrates that relationship type along with other meeting specific and demographic variables is important in explaining the location, duration and distance travelled for social meetings.
Introduction
Arentze and Timmermans (7).
23
Social meeting travel has much less structure than travel to work. Its frequency can vary signif-24 icantly from person to person or even for the same person from week to week. It is dictated not 25 only by the schedule of the traveller of interest but also by who else is involved in the meeting.
26
Meeting location can vary from day to day, as can the time at which the meeting takes place.
27
In fact, any structure that exists in social activity travel may come from the fixedness of work- the instant access one has to an increasing number of contacts at all times of the day through mobile 36 phones and other technologies, meetings can now be scheduled and rescheduled on short notice.
37
Lower technological costs also mean more frequent interaction through these other media and that While these technologies may alter how, when and with what frequency we interact, we are not at 2 a point where face-to-face engagement is about to become a thing of the past. Dijst (9) sees the 3 spread of these technologies reconfiguring the relationship between activities and places but not 4 leading to the irrelevance of distance. Urry (10) also points out that technology works well for task 5 oriented meetings while adding that co-present conversations are an essential part of social and 6 economic life and key to the establishment of long term relations that require trust.
7
Spending "face time" with someone implies sharing the the totality of the environment at that 8 moment and it does not appear that these technologies can create the same environment. Such in-9 teraction often takes longer, and is relaxed in the sense that there isn't a need for constant back and 10 forth over the course of the meeting. Widely available technologies do not afford such an experi-11 ence; first because, the parties are in two different environments, and second because they require 12 either constant engagement over the duration of the communication (as in a phone conversation) 13 or are asynchronous (as in email). In both cases, though to varying degrees, there is little chance of 14 a shared experience in the moment that leads to new and sustained conversation as would happen 15 in face-to-face meetings.
16
For workers, one can posit that a significant amount of structure to the times, duration and location 17 of social meetings is imposed by the locations of home and work, and the time constraints placed by 18 employment and household responsibilities. Countering these effects is the ability to free up time (at home/out-of-home) and creates tradeoffs on how far one is willing to travel for a face-to-face 25 meeting.
26
In this paper we focus on the location attributes (in-home/out-of-home) and the duration and dis-27 tance travelled to meetings involving different types of contacts. The respondents we consider are 28 all adult workers from whom data was collected using an internet based survey. In the following 29 sections the survey and data are described. That will be followed by an analysis of in-home/out-of-30 home meeting location decisions and their dependence on purpose and relationship type. Finally 31 out-of-home meetings are studied by considering the dependence between relationship type, meet-32 ing duration, and home to meeting distance along with other demographic variables.
33

Survey and Data
34
Data for this study comes from a two phase web based survey that was administered to gather 35 data on job finding, home finding, meetings that people participate and the social and technology 36 networks that help them in these processes. Participants were recruited through mailed postcards.
37
Postcards were sent to eight zip code areas in the Twin Cities to 5000 people in each of the two 1 phases.The areas were chosen to have an economic and racial mix of respondents, as well as a 2 city and suburban mix in the respondent pool. Reminder postcards were sent a week following the 3 original mailing.
4
Survey participant had to be a working adults in the household. Invited respondents were asked to 5 login to the survey with a unique code placed on the mailed postcard. The survey offered a $5.00 6 coffee card to participants as well as a chance to be included in a drawing for an iPod Touch for 7 one randomly selected respondent in each phase. 
Data Summary
25
The data for this portion of the study comes from the survey described in chapter ??. This section 26 summarizes the data on meeting location, duration, purpose, relationship of the person that meet-27 ings took place with, and so on. In addition it examines how respondents use different communi- The analysis is limited to meetings that are local (happened within the metropolitan area). A one 31 week meeting diary based on recall was collected from the participants of phase 2. Respondents 32 were asked to "list all scheduled meetings you had in the last 7 days outside of your work loca- Table 2 shows the average and median home to meeting distances on weekends on weekdays 11 respectively. The first two columns and the last column only look at out-of-home meetings only.
12
In general meetings tended to be closer to home than to work. When meetings take place at 13 family/friends' homes on weekends, both the average and median distances were longer than the 14 other categories. Meeting locations with family and friends, when they occur out-of-home, are 15 similar to the overall weekday and weekend averages.
16
Over the period of seven consecutive days, many people had more than one meeting. The distribu- information to analyze the location of meetings relative to the respondent's home and work. istics and the meeting variables is specified as follows: contacts. In the data about 58% of meetings were with close contacts -close friends, and family.
18
Overwhelmingly close contacts tend to be met at home (or at their home). Seventy five percent of 19 in-home meetings were with family or close friends. out-of-home meetings on the other hand are 20 divided 48% to 53% as being with close and distant contacts respectively.
21
The meeting purpose is also closely associated with the meeting purpose. Compared to the base 22 category of non-leisure meetings, leisure meetings were less likely to be outside of the home.
23
Business or other purpose meeting tended to occur out side of the home.
24
It is assumed that people have a general idea of how long a meeting would take and would make found not to matter in deciding whether a meeting is in-home or out-of-home.
9
Overall the model categorizes 71.3% of the observations as happening in-home or out-of-home 10 correctly (Table 5 ). However, it falsely predicts in-home meetings as being out-of-home in many 11 instances. The model also suffers because information on the parties being met, whom one can 12 assume had as much contribution as the individuals being considered here, is lacking. variables on duration and distance, distance on duration, etc.) call for an integrated model where 8 the structure of the data and the interdependence can be studied.
Duration and distance decisions are likely to be interrelated. For scheduled meetings, it is hypoth-10 esized that individuals would be willing to travel longer distances for longer duration meetings.
11
Since meetings would revolve around some purpose whose duration one is likely to anticipate be-
12
fore hand, the meeting location decision is likely to be affected by it. The decision would try to closely resembles the observed relationships in the model (failure to find a statistical difference).
28
None of the adjusted residuals exceeded a value of 1.2 in absolute value. Values of 0.9 and above 29 in the NFI and NNFI indices indicate that the model provides an acceptable fit. Table 9 summa-30 rizes the overall and indirect effects of the exogenous variables in our model on meeting duration 31 and home to meeting distance. Figure 3 shows the relationships between the variables using stan-32 dardized path coefficients (i.e. these are similar to the coefficients that would be estimated if all 33 variables in the model were standardized so that they have mean 0 and variance of 1).
34
Based on the analysis, the proposed model has been readjusted to reflect the best fit. For instance person on that particular day etc. that are difficult to capture based on observed variables.
7
The path model suggests that age has a negative influence on distance. The older one is the less 8 they travel to meet others. While not statistically significant, telecommuters tend to travel farther contacts. The purpose, meeting day, and household size suggest that leisure, weekend and large 10 household size people tend to have their meetings either at their home or at their contact's home.
11
On the other hand less known contacts are met outside of the home. When meetings occur outside 12 of the house, the duration is longer for close contacts, for men and is decreases with increasing 
